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PREFACE 


The Examination Research Cell (ERC) of the Association of Indian Universities 
has been from time to time investigating into various fundamental aspects of university 
examinations,Internal Assessment, Grading, Test and item analysis, Practical Exami¬ 
nations to name only a few. Results of these research projects have been reported in the 
form of Monographs some of which have been revised to include experiences of teachers/ 
colleges/universities during implementation, in subsequent editions. 

At the same time, certain research studies have been conducted and it is felt 
that these have to be reported in the form of Research Abstracts and three such abstracts 
are now getting ready. 

In this second Research Abstract, the following in-depth studies have been 
included. 


1. On the Reliability of Ratings in Interviews 

2. Question Choice in Examinations 

3. Simplified Methods of Test and Item Analysis 

4. A comparative study of Reliability of Objective type examinations 

5. A comparative study of Reliability of Choice type examinations 


It is hoped that teachers, papersetters, examiners and other will find the 
research studies and the results and conclusions will be very helpful and useful and 
that they will be guided to better evaluation of their students’ performance. 

Constructive suggestions for advancing some of these studies, will be most 
welcome. 


New Delhi. 

22nd July, 1978. 


V. Natarajan 
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ON THE RELIABILITY OF RATINGS IN INTERVIEWS 


It Is almost universal practice to use ’interviewing technique’ for purposes of selection 
of individuals for jobs, positions, admission to further courses etc. Its form has varied 
over the years but essentially the technique has retained its place. Some ’established’ 
schools even conduct interviews to admit children to kindergarten classes. Selection 
procedures as opposed to methods of achievement measure must be used to pick up or 
select the right kind of persons for jobs, positions, scholarships and admission to fur¬ 
ther courses. Here the main objective will be to find methods, forms and modes that will 
distinguish and differentiate the person (from others) who will fit into the specifications of 
job requirement, position requirement or traits required to be successful in the future 
course of studies. Very often the traditional and more established procedures at all levels 
have a tendency to eliminate rather than select just the same way our traditional examina¬ 
tions try to find what students do not know instead of trying to assess what they know. The 
aim of this paper is in part to look at some forms while the major emphasis will be given 
to present a method of assessing the reliability of ’interview’ ratings and suggest ways and 
means of introducing validity and meaning to our selection procedures with interviewing 
techniques as one of the components. 

Some of the methods where interviewing technique is used for selection of persons for 
jobs, positions and admission to further courses are discussed below. 

I. Interview by a Panel: This is the usual and traditional method. When applied to 
’selection' of persons for jobs and positions, applications (giving bio data, qualifications, 
experiences supported by certificates and testimonials) will be scrutinised carefully by a 
panel and those who satisfy the assumed criteria will be called for an ’interview' with a 
panel of selection committee members. A few of them will be from 'outside' and called 
’experts' while a few will be those concerned with the organisation, the Head of the 
organisation and the Head of a Division where the job is positioned. Very often the 
panel members would be meeting for the first time just a little while before the inten¬ 
ded interview: very often they would not have had enough information about the job 
and its requirements. Very often again they would not have prepared questions to be 
posed. There has been so much of adhocism in the whole process of ’interviewing’ and 
fairness of selection 'questionable'. All kinds of ’malpractices' can enter and have 
entered in the past with the result everyone has lost faith in this system. While this 
is a form of selection that will certainly live with us for quite some time, it is dis¬ 
heartening to find that attempts at improvement of this (with a view to make it more 
and more scientific) have been few and far between. Certain suggestions are given 
here to improve this system. 

(1) The job and its description will be given to every aspirant. 

(2) Application blanks will have to be scientifically prepared soliciting all 
kinds of relevant data and information about the applicant in respect of 
qualifications and experience and personality characteristics like hard 
work, initiative,originality, attitude, etc. 

(3) Data and information collected will have to be processed scientifically 
with a suitable system of weightages and on the basis of this data pro¬ 
cessing, applicants will have to be listed in order of merit to be called 
for interview. 
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(4) Wherever possible, those who have been selected may be asked to take a 
selection test (fixed and free response types) which is prepared to fit very 
closely to specifications of the job requirement. 

(5) An interview trying to assess the person's ability to express argue, ability 
to think clearly, ability to judge and evaluate, etc., may be conducted. The 
panel with experts must prepare well in advance certain questions some 
involving fixed response and others free response for the interview, The 
author has used with advantage a procedure where questions are written in 
small pieces of paper and given to interviewees for answering. 

II. Interview by a Panel sitting Individually: Very often for purposes of admis¬ 
sion to further courses (professional courses especially), interview technique involving 
a panel sitting individually and judging the performance is what is adopted. Certain 
criteria are usually laid down and weightages allotted for achievement in the previous 
qualifying examination and the performance in the interview. It is possible in this 
procedure to take care of various factors and this lends itself quite appropriate for 
evaluation. At the same time there is plenty of scope for malpractices. Certain 
suggestions can be given to make this procedure much more meaningful and valid. 

(1) The panel must meet and sort out heads of assessment and procedures 
of assessment. They must think of more objective forms of checking the 
traits they are going to measure. 

(2) Proper weightages have to be given and perhaps communication to inter¬ 
viewees before hand. 

(3) Ratings (rank order, mark, etc.) will have to be compared and if possible 
the reliability of these ratings ascertained. It is absolutely necessary to 
give weightages to written tests, interviews, etc., based on the reliability 
of these component measures. 

Ill Successive Interviews: There are some organisations (usually the private 
sector) who select their persons on the basis of a series of interviews, the preliminary 
ones to find out suitable people who can stand upto their more rigorous interviews 
later. A system of preliminary interviews and a final interview is in practice. Where 
this is done, very often the tendency has been to eliminate quite a good number at the 
preliminary stages and keep a handful for the final interview. This happens whenever 
(in our country) private sector wants to recruit suitable persons for their jobs. Regional 
interviews (preliminary) will be held and at every centre in the region, a few (two or 
three usually) will be selected for a final interview at a central place. Usually the 
final interview will be in the form of a written test together with interview with a 
panel all sitting together. Recruitment to the services (Army, Navy and Air Force) 
is also of similar pattern. 

IV. Selection Based on outstanding Performance in the Previous Qualifying 
Examination: This is also in practice in firms (particularly Engineering Industry, 
Pharmaceutical, Heavy and Medium Industries) to offer a kind of apprenticeship 
training or officer training to those who have shown outstanding performance in the 
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previous qualifying examination. Very often the training given to them is so comprehen¬ 
sive and exhaustive that they do not recognise the merit of their performance in the 
previous qualifying examination beyond the point of selection. 

V. Interview After a Written Test: Many organisations (Banking, Insurance, 
Public Sector Project Undertakings) have their own well established and well prepared 
written tests administered. These tests very often combine objective type, short 
answer, essay and problem solving questions together with attitude/interest scale 
and performance questions. Here again certain suggestions can be given to make 
these written tests still better. Some of these are: 

(1) The specifications for these tests (for making questions/items) should be 
derived from job descriptions and job requirements. A systematic job 
analysis (combination of questionnaire, interview, on the job work-time 
studies, etc.) must be dore and description and requirements derived 

on the basis of successful job performers. The author** successfully 
completed job analysis of technician level jobs in Automobile Engineering 
for a system design of a 6 semester technician diploma course. These 
tests will have to be made by a panel of subject experts, job performers, 
evaluation experts all sitting together and analysing the specifications. 

(2) In order to improve reliability (selection type tests must have a very 
high degree of reliability) most of these must be of objective type and 
short answer type. 

(3) Over the years, the performances of these selected on these tests must 
be correlated with the performances on the job and if necessary, tests 
revised on the basis of ’feedback*. 

VI. Selection Based on On-the-Job Trials: Even though this is seldom used in 
Indian context, this has z tremendous potential. Teachers, Salesmen, Managers and 
the like can be selected on the basis of their performance of teaching to a small group; 
(observed by raters with a checklist of criteria for evaluation) on the basis of actual 
selling and on the basis of managing for a specified period of trial time. The author 
is aware of an Institution that tried to select a Head of a Department by attaching the 
interviewees one day each to various departments and evaluating their work (This has 
a very high validity and to make it reliable, every department will be given a check 
list of criteria with which to judge. 

VII. Selection to Jobs/Positions by ’Invitation’: Sometimes for top positions 
and specialised jobs, a panel of outstanding persons’ names will be made and they 
will be 'Invited* to take up these positions. Usually Vice-Chancellor for Universities 
Members of Commissions, Members of Committees will be selected on this basis. 

The success of these persons in these jobs are purely based on 'chance’ factor. 

Natarajan V. *A system approach to the design of Educational and Training Systems 
in India 1 - paper to be presented at an International Conference in 
Cairo on Nov. 25-28, 1977, in Proceedings by Pergamon Press, 
London, 77. 
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After having reviewed these methods involving ’interview 1 technique of one form 
or the other, let us take up the most important question of the degree of reliability 
(agreement? consistency, acceptability) of such an Interview procedure and also its 
relations with the component of written test performance. 

The ratings by three selection committee members (independent of each other) 
of 7 candidates who appeared for an interview are given below: 

TABLE 


No. 

Person 

I 

Rater 

II 

III 

S 

s* 

1 

A 

5 

2 

5 

12 

144 

2 

B 

1 

1 

2 

4 

16 

3 

C 

6 

4 

7 

17 

289 

4 

D 

3 

3 

4 

10 

100 

5 

E 

2 

7 

1 

10 

100 

6 

F 

7 

5 

6 

18 

324 

7 

G 

4 

6 

3 

13 

169 



28 

28 

28 

84 

114 2 =^S 2 


Here k = 3, no. of raters 

N = 7, no. of those rated 


We have here the rank positions of the seven persons as given by three raters. 


Applying formula p 


k(4N + 2) 12 ■£ S 2 

(k - 1) (N - 1) k(k - 1) N(N2 - 1) 


Where p 
k 
N 
S 


average inter-correlation among individual judges 
No. of judges 

Number of those rated or stimuli 

Sum of the ranks for any stimulus or person 


* Guilford - Psychometric methods - page 253 



The average rank order Inter-correlatLon 


~ , = , _ 3(28 + 2) 12 x (11.42) 

1 (2) (6) (3) (2) (7) (48) 


0. 30 


What will happen If the number of rater is doubled? We can apply Spearman 
Brown formula. 


r 


2 x r il 


1 + 


*11 


2 x 0.3 = JK6 

1 + 0.3 1.3 


0.46 


The average rank order inter-correlation or reliability of rating by 6 raters 
will be 0.46. While those of 3 raters is seen to be 0. 30. 

The most recently suggested method of estimating reliability for ratings has 
been described by Ebel^ . If each of k raters has rated N persons on some trait 
on one occasion, we have the possiblity of obtaining inter-correlations of ratings of 
the N persons from all possible pairs of K raters. 

This suggests the use of the statistic known as the intra class correlation, 
which gives essentially an average intercorrelation. Ebel’s formula is: 


-1 

r- 


Where 


-1 



k 


v p + (k - 1) v e 

= reliability of ratings for a single rater 
= variance of persons 

= variance for error 

= number of raters. 


It should be noted that this gives the mean reliability for one rater. The relia¬ 
bility of the mean of k ratings for each person would be greater. For this Ebel gives 
the formula. 



This gives the reliability for mean ratings from k raters. One could arrive at 
the same result by applying to this reliability for 1 rater, the Spearman Brown formula 
to predict the reliability for a measure k times as long. 

Ebel R. L. - Estimation of the reliability of ratings, Psychometrika, 
1951,16,407-424. 
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Ratings of seven persons made by 3 raters (for a group of the same accepted 
traits) prepared for determining variances used In estimating reliability of ratings: 


S. NO. 

Person 

I 

Rater 

II 

III 



1 

A 

5 

8 

5 

18 

324 

2 

B 

9 

9 

8 

26 

676 

3 

C 

4 

6 

3 

13 

169 

4 

D 

7 

7 

6 

20 

400 

5 

E 

8 

3 

9 

20 

400 

6 

F 

3 

5 

4 

12 

144 

7 

G 

6 

4 

7 

17 

289 

£Xr 


42 

42 

42 

126 =2X p 

2402=^ffXp) : 

H(Xr) 2 


1764 

1764 

1764 

5292 =£(Xr) 2 


sx 2 

= 840 

( £x ) 2 

KN 

= - 

= 756 

3x7 



The sum of squares for persons Is 



(Sxp ) 2 
k 


( Sx ) 2 

k N 


2402 

3 


756 = 44.66 


The sum of squares for raters is 

rdv 2 =r ( * Xv)2 - —laaai =0 

^ av * N k N 

The total sum of square Is 

■ ** - 


840 - 756 = 84. 00 



And finally* the sum of the squares for remainder or error is 


^ d o = 2X? - - Sd 2 r 


= 84.- 44.67 = 39.33 



Computation of variances needed to estimate 
Reliability of the ratings 


Source 

Sum of squares 

Degrees of freedom 

Variance 

From persons 

44.67 

6 

7.445 

From raters 

0 

2 

-- 

From remainder 

39.33 

12 

3.2775 


The sums of squares are given above* their degrees of freedom and the two 
variances we need V p & V e 


f 


11 


7.445 - 3.2775 
7.445 + (3 - 1) 3.2775 


= 0. 298 


This is the reliability for one rater. For the three raters combined or for 
the averages of their ratings. 


r 


33 


7.445 - 2.775 
7.445 


= 0.560 


Shearman Brown formula for 3 raters from 1 rater of 0.298 gives the same 
result. 

It may be seen that the earlier formula is quite easy and less time consuming. 
The author recommends the use of this formula in preference to Ebel's formula. 


Conclusions 

The reliability of ratings for one rater Is found to be 0.298 or 0. 30 (by less 
tedious formula). The rating of any individual has a consistency or reliability of 
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0.30 only. This means that for 30% of cases only, there will be agreement for ratings 
given by the individual. One conclusion is to take any one rater's ratings and give it 
only 30% credit. If there is a written test component alongwith the interview, the written 
test can be given 70% credit and the interview 30% credit. The total is worked out from 
every candidate and the person who has the highest score can be selected. Another pro¬ 
cedure is to average the ratings (combine the three persons' ratings) and give it in our 
case a credit of say 60% and the written test the balance of credit of 40%. The person 
who finishes at the top can be selected. It is, therefore, necessary to work out the reli¬ 
ability of ratings of one rater or all the raters put together and take this into account 
suitably. It is hoped that all agencies like U. P. S. C., Universities, College, Firms, 
Industries engaged in selecting persons for jobs, positions, admission to further 
courses, will do similar calculations for reliability of ratings and suitably take this 
into account thus assuring credibility in their decisions. 
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QUESTION CHOICE IN EXAMINATIONS 


In the 'Examination Reform - A Plan of Action' circulated to all universities in the 
country, the UGC observed this: "A large body of teachers and educational administrators 
is not yet fully conscious of the subjectivity, unreliability and lack of validity of the exami¬ 
nations as conducted today". Talking of unreliability, we must clearly understand that the 
mark given by an examiner is something like a 'raw mark' and it is certainly different 
from his 'true mark'. Such a raw mark is subject to an error which for some typical 
papers set at universities (the UGC Report continues) is greater than 5 per cent. This 
means that when an examiner assigns a mark of 43 the true mark may be either above 
48 or below 38 in 50 per cent of the cases. There are many sources of error that contri¬ 
bute to unreliability of our present day examinations. The author* has drawn attention 
to this and lists the following: a) Error due to subjectivity in marking, b) Error due to 
biased sampling of topics, c) Error due to biased sampling of abilities, d) Error due to 
allowing students a choice of questions, e) Error due to arbitrary time limits, f) Error 
due to assumptions in addition of marks. Concluding this section, the author remarks; 

'If universities/exam, boards in our country at all levels take steps to indicate along 
with raw marks in each subject for a student details like mean, standard deviation, 
reliability coefficient and error in measurement, there will then be no need for any 
treatment of scores. 

It is possible to look at very closely one of the sources of error in traditional essay 
type examinations that due to allowing students, a choice of questions the presence of 
question choice in public university examinations of the traditional (essay) kind has been 
accepted and indeed upheld for many years in India at the University level. The reasons 
given for the need to allow this choice of questions are many: but two of the most impor¬ 
tant ones are: (i) it allows the teachers freedom to teach particular portions of the sylla¬ 
bus (in which they may be particularly interested), (2) it allows students to concentrate 
on particular aspects of topics in which they are able to show themselves to the best of 
advantage. This has led to the undesirable situation that teachers indulged in dealing 
with only a few topics in the syllabus leaving the rest for choice and on the other hand 
students increasingly indulged in 'selective cramming'. Both these have serious impli¬ 
cations on teaching-learning, impairing its effectiveness, efficiency, relevance adequacy 
and above all purpose. Question choice is still accepted today alongside the adoption of 
more rigorous methods of examining (e. g. the use of objective items) but little thought 
seems to have been given to the problems raised by allowing a choice of questions or 
even recognizing the fact that complications may occur. Some of these problems are 
presented here. Before presenting the problems, it is as well to remember the basic 
assumption that is made (albeit implicitly not explicitly) when using an examination where 
a choice of questions is presented. This assumption is that a candidate will be able to be 
compared with others taking the same examination whatever combination of questions he 
attempts on an exam paper. This implies a form of 'currency' (or comparability between 
individual questions) and hence combinations of questions. The viability and validity of 
this assumption will be explored now. 

*Natarajan V. — 'Monograph on Grading for Universities; AIU 1976-pp 35-37. 
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The Problems and their Effects 


(A) The Syllabus: It may be asked whether or not syllabus topics (in their own 
right) are of the same basic level of difficulty. In general it is unlikely they are, but 
such an assumption one way or other could be made only on the basis of a consensus 
of opinion. Let us consider a few examples. In undergraduate mathematics, a quoting 

of a principle in complex variable and an example by students and a factorization follow¬ 
ed by the solution of a pair of simultaneous equations cannot be considered ’equal 1 in basic 
level of difficulty. Here we are considering only the content and nothing else. In Geo¬ 
graphy again, is the description of industrial growth of an area on a par with naming 
rivers, hills and features on a map? We are now considering basic complex variable 
as opposed to solution of simultaneous equation and also a knowledge of a terrain. It is 
likely that no agreement is reached regarding an answer to this problem. This is not 
important but what is important is that as long as this difference of opinion in regard 
to the ’equality’ of subject topics exists, then the ’equality’ of the results of candi¬ 
dates attempting these questions may be questioned. 

(B) . Abilities: Let us look at these questions in terms of the ’abilities’ they 
purport to test. Some of them may clearly memory and only memory. Yet others 
do involve ’comprehension 1 while some others deal with ’application’ ability being 
put to test. How far are we justified to put on par a pair of questions that is definitely 
known to be testing different ’abilities’ ? Some questions will involve the students to 
translate information given in one form into another (from verbal to graph). Yet some 
other questions will involve calculations (after recalling a set of formulae, rules, 
procedures) and infer from these calculations granting that the questions test what 
they intend to test, then these questions in a paper will be testing different ’abilities', 
and we are not justified to permit ’choice' of these questions. It is necessary there¬ 
fore to group questions of the same category in terms of equality of ability tested 
with sections and get students to respond to these sections. The restructured pattern 
proposed by AIU (and accepted by many universities) involves in every paper: 

Part A: Objective type 20 to 40 items/20 to 40 mins/20 to 40 marks. 

Part B: Short answer type 10 to 15 questions/50 to 90 mins/40 to 60 marks. 

Part C: Long answer essay type 1 to 3 questions/20 to 60 mins/15 to 30 marks. 

Part A may have items (M/C, MF, etc.) all of them testing knowledge/compre¬ 
hension. Part B may have questions, all of them testing Analysis/ Application and 
Part C may have questions all of them testing synthesis/ evaluation. In this, it may 
be noted that there is no choice in Part A/ Part B and there may be internal choice 
in Part C. 

(C) The Difficulty of Questions: It has been the practice to allow a choice of 
questions only in respect of supply type questions whether SA or LA. Where a re¬ 
structured pattern is in practice, only LA questions give a choice of questions for 

* ’A Restructured Pattern of Exams for Universities’, Natarajan V, University 

News, AIU, Delhi. 



students. In respect of long answer questions, some of them are inherently more 
difficult than others. ElsewherJ* the author has shown that it is possible to work 
out a very realistic and accurate difficulty index (or Facility value) for every 
question in a choice type exam. In fact there are two indices. 

F. V. index = 50 + (Mq - M-p) where Mq = mean percentage mark on the 
question by those attempting it and MT = mean percentage total mark on the 
whole test by those attempting it. This is found to be a 'sample free' technique. If 
we analyse our choice type exam on this basis, we will come up very quickly that 
our questions range considerably in F. V. One such analysis is given below: 

Choice type exam, with question No. II compulsory and any 5 to be answered 
in 7 questions. Totally there are 8 questions. Question No. I carries 15 marks and 
question No. II to question No. VIII - 10 marks each. 


QN No. 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

Mq 

77.3 

71.5 

72.8 

51.9 

15. 0 

57. 5 

31.9 

61. 7 

Mh 

63.13 

66. 0 

63. 7 

74.3 

52.7 

63.4 

58.8 

63.13 

(50+Mq-M'p) 

64.0 

55. 5 

59. 1 

27.6 

12.3 

44.1 

23.1 

48. 57 


= F.V. 


It has been argued that the difficulty of a question (or F.V) is a function of both 
different ability groups attempting different questions and also leniency and severity 
of marking. Another important thing we are concerned with here : s that supposing 
question III is taken in the above sicuation (forming a part of the choice exam) and its 
Facility Value as such compared with its F. V. of the question were to appear in a 
No Choice Exam, we find that different values result. Certainly, 'choice' or 'no 
choice', different questions have Facility Values. To imagine that they are all equal 
And to give a choice of questions to students is extremely misleading and unjustified 
to say the least. 

(D) Validity: In achievement examinations, we are principally concerned with 
content validity. It is easily appreciated that 10 questions or so will not be able to 
cover 100% of the syllabus. Very often the coverage will not exceed 80% of topics. In 
our traditional papers, the usual practice is to give 10 questions and ask students to 

# Natarajan V - 'Monograph on Test & Item Analysis for Universities, AIU, 

New Delhi. 
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answer 5 out of these. Immediately the validity is reduced to 40%. If we set pass mark 
in this paper as 35 out of 100, it really means that a person who has mastered just 
0.35x40 = 14% of syllabus is declared passed. In constrast to this situation, we con¬ 
sider our restructured pattern: 


Part A 
Part B 


20 to 40 items 
10 to 15 questions 


J No Choice 


and part C 1 to 3 questions with internal choice, if any, then it can be seen that at the 
first place, the content validity of the paper is considerably increased say 90 to 95% 
and almost all questions are compulsory. Thereby, the validity remains more or less 90% 
It is also usual practice to increase the minimum marks for a pass to 40 or very often 
50 in such a restructured paper. The overall validity for passing comes out to 45% as 
opposed to 14%. 

(E) Reliability: When we consider the reliability of a choice type examination 
compared to that of a no choice type, may things can be said. The overall reliability 
or the index of measurement efficiency is very high in a no choice type, since the 
number of items are more and the ratio of error variance to observed variance is 
very small. The internal consistency reliability of a no choice is also more than 
that of a corresponding choice type examination. However, it must be said that it is 
much more complicated to calculate reliability of a choice type compared to no choice 
type 


(F) Uniformity: 5 questions out of 10 can be chosen in IOC 5 = 252 different 
ways. There is in fact 252 different combinations in different papers. Performances 
by students in this situation can never be compared. There is uniform injustice shown 
to students. 

Some of the problems (and their effects) relevant to allowing a choice of questions 
on examination papers have been presented here. At the same time it has been demon¬ 
strated that as far as all the problems are concerned, different rules will apply to 
different candidates since they all attempt different combinations of questions. The 
syllabus content, the ability, facility value are all bound to affect the marks of those 
taking it; in the situation where choice is presented, however, depending on the combi¬ 
nations, these factors will have an (unknown differential) effect. It is this unknown 
effect working in a different manner from one student to another that causes the greatest 
uncertainty in accepting the Results from a choice type exam. 

From time to time, certain ad-hoc solutions have been suggested for this 
problem. The earliest one to be adopted was to have the paper divided into sections 
and choice allowed within sections. Another way is to have a question or two as 
compulsory and a marginal choice (5 out of 7 or 4 out of 6 ) given. Another method 
tried was to keep certain questions starred and others free. Students may be asked to 
attempt starred questions for at least 2/3rds maximum marks and the rest only from 
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unstar led. All these t ad~hoc t solutions have a serious limitation. They have all 
involved traditional type (essay) and a fewer number of questions. A rational and 
scientific way is to restructure the examination as discussed early in this paper. 
This alone would bring in improved validity, reliability, relevance and meaning 
into the process of evaluation of student performance. To implement this restruc¬ 
tured pattern, the Chairman, Boards of Studies in different subjects together with 
his members must be given the orientation and training to enable them to take 
decisions on patterns. However, it must be said that within the rigid framework, 
there is flexibility. Rigidity is to be understood in terms of Part A -objective type. 
Part B - Short answer type and C - Long answer/problem solving being common 
for all subject areas but flexibility is there for different Boards in the decision of 
the number of items, duration of parts and marks allotted to parts. A pattern for 
different subjects at undergraduate and at Postgraduate levels adopted in one uni¬ 
versity was sent to many universities to suggest modifications and the consensus 
arrived published in the form of an aritcle^ 

In a typical subject the pattern may be: 


Part A 

Part B 
Part C 


Objective type (Mostly M/C and M/F) 30 items for 20 minutes 
and 30 marks. 

12 S. A. questions for 90 minutes and 50 marks 
2 L. A. questions for 60 minutes and 20 marks. 


In this pattern, the total number of questions to be answered by a student is 
44. With 44 questions, the content validity of the paper is very high. There is ob¬ 
jectivity in marking Part A and Part B. There is however an element of subjectivity 
In Part C marking. At the same time, the overall reliability of the whole exam is 
very high. There is relevance; there is meaningfulness, there is purpose above all 
better validity and reliability. In addition to all these such decisions about the pattern 
by Boards of Studies will have far reaching implications - indeed this decision of 
pattern will influence the nature and kind of Question Banking, the relative weigh- 
tages of internal and external and above all science and rationality in our evalua¬ 
tion of student performance. 

* Natarajan V - M A Restructured pattern of exams for Universities”, 

University News, AIU. 
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SIMPLIFIED METHODS OF TEST AND ITEM ANALYSIS 


The main purpose of this paper is to highlight on the simple statistical methods 
that yield fairly acceptable and reasonably accurate results which may be of great help 
to those who are not mathematically Inclined to appreciate sophisticated methods. It 
is also felt that formats used in this section will help the teachers feel confident to 
undertake test and item analysis of all their class tests. These simple methods will be 
illustrated with the example of: 

a) a 20 item objective type test on 76 students and 

b) on actual choice type drawing examination of 8 questions 
on 117 students. 


SIMPLIFIED METHODS IN TEST ANALYSIS: 


a) Mean, Median and Mode: Mean of scores is the usual addition of all scores 
divided by the number of students. For all these three quantities there are no 
short cut methods. Median is the middle student’s score while mode is the 
often repeated score. It is possible however for one to get an Idea of the value 
of Mear of scores roughly by looking into the highest and lowest marks and 
averaging them out. 

In our example 20 item test on 76 students: highest was 18 and lowest was 
6; the average is 18 + 6 _ 10 which Is nearly the Mean of scores = 12.9 (^:13) 
2 12 

b) Standard Deviation 

l) For objective type test: S. D. 

(Sum of l/6th highest scores - Sum of l/6th Lowest scores) 

1/2 total number of students 


This formula is suggested by Jenkins of Lehigh University and quoted by Paul 
Dieterlch. Here l/6th of the total number of students are considered (in our 
example 1/6 x 76 = 12.67<££J13 students). 


Sum of top 13 student’s scores = 220 
Sum of bottom 13 student’s score = 113 


.-. S.D 


220 - 113 
38 


= 2.81 


We can take scores of 12.67 student’s also (top) 


= (18 x4 + 17 x 4 + 16 X4.67) 
= 72 +68 + 74.72 = 214.72 
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We can take scores of 12.67 student’s also (bottom) 


= (6 x1 + 7x1 + 8x2 + 9x6 + 2.67x10) = 109. 7 


214. 72 - 109. 7 
38 


105. 02 
38 


= 2. 77 


Actual standard deviation calculated on the basis of the RMS Value of 
deviations of Individual scores over the mean = 2.79. 


il) For choice type examination: There are two alternatives:- One is 

to use Jenkins formula. 

(Sum of l/6th highest - Sum of l/6th lowest) 

S * “ 1/2 x total number of students 


the other is to use Harper’s formula 


05 um of l/5th highest - Sum of l/5th lowest) 
x total number of students 


1/6 x 117 = 19. 20 students 

1/5x117 =23.4 23 students 


Sum of top 20 student’s scores 
Sum of bottom 20 student's scores 


S. d (Jenkins) 


1563 - 1062 
58. 5 


= 1563 

= 1062 

= 8. 55 


Sum of top 23 student’s scores = 1781 
Sum of bottom 23 student's scores =1239 


0 . v (1781 - 1229) Q 

S.d (Harpers) = 58 5 = 9.25 

The actual value calculated = 8. 34. So we can say that Jenkins formula 
is a better one. 

s. d 

ill) Standard Error of the Mean = 

/ N - 1 

Use of the approximate value of S.D. 
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Lv) Index of Measurement Efficiency 


_ „ 0 . 16 K „ 

IME = 1 - 2 - (McMorris) 

Where K = number of items 

o 2 

= Variance of test scores = (sd) 


This can be used only for objective type tests. The smaller the number 
(k), the lower the estimate of the index and any value above 0. 75 is likely to 
indicate a very good reliability for the test. For large values of k, this for¬ 
mula will yield comparable results with other methods. 


Example 20 item test on 76 students 


IME 


0.16x20 

- 


3,20 
7. 79 


4. 59 
7. 79 


= a 59 


This is almost the same as reliability by many methods. For greater 
values of K there will be remarkable identity of vallies between this McMorris 
formula and other reliability estimates. 


v) Reliability : 

a) For objective type test: 

1) Split half reliability between two measures x and y if correlation is 
required (Product Moment), we have seen that 


r 


= - 


. .. S j 

N 


/- 2 . ( g *)2 

N 



ISi ) 2 

N 


If the class size is small (upto 40) odd-even score correlation that 
gives split halves reliability can be calculated by this. 


A simple formula is to use r 


^(x-x) (y-y) 

Ns x Sy 


Where x 

= 

Mean Sx = s. d. of x 

y 

= 

Mean Sy = s. d. of y 

N 

= 

Number of students 
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Yet another simple method for finding correlation between two measures 
(odd t even scores etc.), tetrachoric ’r’ can be read from the following table 


% 

r 

% 

r 

% 

r 

% 

r 

% 

r 

45 

0.95 

37 

0.69 

29 

0.25 

21 

-.25 

13 

-.69 

44 

0.93 

36 

0.65 

28 

0.19 

20 

-.31 

12 

-.73 

43 

0.91 

35 

0.60 

27 

0.13 

19 

-.37 

11 

-.77 

42 

0 . 88 

34 

0. 55 

26 

0. 07 

18 

i 

CO 

10 

-.81 

41 

0.85 

33 

0.49 

25 

0 . 00 

17 

-.49 

9 

-.85 

40 

0.81 

32 

0.43 

24 

-0. 07 

16 

-.55 

8 

-.88 

39 

0. 77 

31 

0.37 

23 

-0.13 

15 

-.60 

7 

-.91 

38 

0. 73 

30 

0.31 

22 

-0.19 

14 

-.65 

6 

-.93 


To use the table : Find the percentage of students who stood in the top half of the group 

on both measures you are correlating and look up the correlation (r) corresponding to this 
percentage in the above table. 

These are called tetrachoric correlations while the more common but more difficult 
kind are called ’’Product-Moment Correlations”. They mean the same thing, in the 
sense that the tetrachoric yield a fairly accurate estimate of the correlation that you 
would get by the product moment method. Tetrachoric r's are perfectly respectable and 
are often used in educational research but they are not very precise since a difference 
of 1% can make a difference as great as 0. 07 in the correlation. However the reliability 
of the data that teachers usually have to work with and the relatively small number of 
students involved do not justify more precise methods of computation. A rough idea of 
relationship is enough. 

Since even 1% of the students can make so much difference in the correlation 
it Is Important to use, a standard, uniform method of counting how many students stood 
in the top half on each measure. To find the middle score on each measure: 

I. List the scores on each measure from highest to lowest and put a tally 
after each score for each student who made it. 

II. After all the scores have been tallied, count down the tallies to half the 
number of students in the group. 

HI. The scqre at which this middle tally falls is the middle score. 

You will ordinarily have the students listed in alphabetical order and after each 
name, you will have the two scores that you are correlating. After you have found the 
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middle score on each measure, go down the list and put a check (^ ) after each 
score that stands above the middle score on that measure; a straight line after each 
score that stands at the middle score. Do this separately for each of the two measures? 

Then if you need six students with middle scores can Measure A to take in half of 
the group, put a check () through the first six straight lines on Measure A that you 
come to in alphabetical order. If you need four more students with middle score on 
Measure B, put a check () through the first four straight lines after the scores on 
that measure. The count how many students have two checks (v" ) after their names; 
turn this number of students into percentage (not by the number in the top half) look up 
thig percentage in the previous table. The decimal corresponding to it will be the 
correlation between the two measures. 

It is not necessary for the two measures to be on anything like the same scale. 

It is perfectly valid for example to correlate the height in inches with weight in pounds; 
or scores on an objective test that run from 200 to 800 with scores on an essay that run 
from 1 to 9. All that is necessary is to count how many students stood in the top half 
of this same group on both measures. 

It is impossible and meaningless, however, to correlate the scores of two dif¬ 
ferent groups on the same measure, for example, to correlate scores of boys with 
those of the girls teachers often speak loosely of correlating one class with another 
when they really mean comparing. There is no way to correlate two groups of stu¬ 
dents on the same measure; one can only correlate two sets of measures on the same 
students. To compare the performance of two groups of students on the same test or 
measure, you compare their averages and if you want to find out whether the average is 
’really 1 different you compute the standard errors of these averages and then the 
standard error of the difference. 


The topic of correlation is related to the topic of reliability because often the 
only way of computing the reliability of a test is to give two tests of the same ability 
and correlate the two sets of scores. This is true of essay tests and tests in which 
the items receive different number of points. The KR formula is applicable to ob¬ 
jective type tests. 


Rulon Formula (odd-even) r^ = 1 



Where d = difference between two half scores of an examinee, 

d = S. D. of those differences 

t = S. D. of total scores 


S. D. of differences is only to be found 
_ n 

K.R. formula 20 : 1 Pl qi 
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Individual question variances can be found out. 
Approximate S. D. calculation formula can be used 


Choice type 


1 = 

K = 

n i = 
£ = 



Nuttal (1969) N 4 formula can be easily applied. 

'-rn-j- l h v'/* 

number of questions to be attempted 
number of questions set 
number of students who answered question j 
variance of scores on question j 
variance of total scores 


k 

% 


n. 

3 


Standard Error of Measurement 
SEM = Sd/l - r 

where Sd = value calculated by approximate methods 
r = least reliability coefficient 

This will give the class teacher an idea of the Standard Error of Measurement. 


For Obiective Type Tests 

S.E.M = /0.16 k 

Where K = number of items 
It is an approximation derived from McMorris formula. 

IME = (1 - 16 ) Since 0.16 K account for "error variance". 

cr 2 

For Choice Type/Essay Type 

SEM = 3d/ 1 - r 
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Derived Scores 


The derived scores that can be worked out by the classroom teacher are Z scores 
T scores, CEEB and percentile rank. 

~ f . , (Raw score -x) . 

Z scores for eveiy individual = ^ = (Zsay) 

(X = Mean) 

T score for the individual = 10Z+50(T say) 

CEEB score for the individual = 10 T 
SIMPLIFIED METHODS OF ITEM ANALYSIS: 

Item analysis or question analysis (as applied to supply type) consists in analysis 
for two important characteristics; facility value and discrimination index of every item/ 
question. While there are sophisticated and very rational techniques available, certain 
simplified methods are given here to help teachers/researchers (who are not quite compe¬ 
tent in statistics to calculate these characteristics. 


a. Facility Value 


1. For objective type test 


F. V. 


of an item = 


Number answering the item right ^ ^ 
Total number attempting the item 


1) Total population can be taken into account when the class strength 

is small (<^40). 


2) When it is between 40 and 100, top-bottom 27% alone needs to be 

considered 


3) When class strength is beyond 100, top-bottom 10% will be suffi¬ 

cient. 


2. For Choice Type Questions 
There are two alternatives 

i) F. V. of a question = (50 + Mq - M T ) (Morrison) 

Where Mq = Mean percentage mark on that question for all 
candidates. 

M t = Mean ability in percentage total mark of those 
who attempted the question. 


a) if class strength is upto 40, entire population can be taken into 
account. 
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b) if strength is between 40 and 100, top-bottom 27% alone 
needs to be considered. 

c) if strength is 100, 10% top-bottom will be sufficient. 


ti) F. V. of a question = M + Mq - 


Where M = Mean % marks (Willmott, Nuttal) Dr. Edwin 
Harper, however has suggested the following formula for F. V. 


F.V. 


Mu + Ml 

2 x Max. Marks for the question 


x 100 


M u = Mean mark of top l/5th of students on the question 

M^ = Mean mark of bottom l/5th of students on the 

question. 


b) Discrimination Index 

1. For objective Type Test Items 

D. I. of an item = (F. V.) higher ability 27% - (F. V.) lower ability 
27% (Johnson upper lower index). This is quite in order for classroom 
tests. 


a. if strength is ^40, 50 - 50 grouping can be done (or 27% - 27% also). 

b. if strength is between 40-100, 27% - 27% will be all right. 

c. If strength is ^>100, 10% grouping will be in order 

2. For Choice Type Questions 

There are two alternatives: 

a. D. I. is the product moment correlation between marks on the question 
and total marks. 

This can be done in the usual way (or) it shall be easily calculated 
from the formula: 



Where x = 

marks on question (whose DI is to be found) of a 
given students. 

y 

total marks of the same students 

N 

Number of students 

S* = 

S. d. of X 


S. d. of y. 


b. D. I. Is the product moment correlation between marks on the question 
with (Total marks - that question marks) No simple method is however 
possible if we retain the basic definition of D. I. Dr. Edwin Harper has 
suggested a simple formula for D. I. 

£> j _ 1*8 (Mu - 

Max. marks for the question 


5. Derived Scores For Every Student 

z = Raw score-x = <Z say) 

T = 50 + 10 Z 

CEEB = 10T 


Objective Type Test Analysis 


Test Number 
Number of Items 
N(Number of answer sheets 
Upper group/Lower group 27% of N = 

K = number of test items 

C = average number of choice/item 

, ,, - Sum of all scores 

1. Mean x = 

N 

Median = Middle student’s score = 

Mode = Frequent score = 


Time 
Date 
1/6 N = 

0.16 k 
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2. Standard Deviation 


(Sum of 1/6 top) - (Sum of 1/6 bottom) 
N/2 

When N is small use (N-l) instead of N in the denominator) 

3. Reliab 11 itv/Index of Measurement Efficiency 

= r = ( 1 - 0 . 16 k ) 

S.D. 2 

4. Standard Error of Measurement 

S. E.M. = So. 16 k = 

= S. D./ 1 - r 
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Course 

Date 


d 

0.99 
0.98 
0.97 
0.96 
0.95 
0.94 
0.93 
0.92 
0.91 
0.90 
0. 89 
0.88 
0.87 
0.86 
0.85 
0.84 
0. 83 
0.82 
0. 81 
0.80 
0. 79 
0.78 
0.77 
0. 76 
0.75 


STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SHEET 

Subject Total Scripts, 

Number in High Group 
Number in Low Group 


1-d 

d(l-d) 

Column 

a 

b 

c 

d 

e 

d d 

d(i-d) 



X 

n h% 

n L% 

a+b 

a+b 

d(l-d) 






ITEM 



200 

100 




0. 01 

0.01 

1 

90 

25 

0.58 

0.65 

0.23 

.74 

.26 

.19 

.02 

.02 

2 

95 

70 

0.83 

0.25 

0.19 

.73 

.27 

.20 

.03 

.03 

3 

95 

55 

0.75 

0.40 

0.24 

.72 

.28 

.20 

.04 

.04 

4 

90 

60 

0.75 

0.30 

0.21 

.71 

.29 

.20 

.05 

.05 

5 

75 

15 

0.45 

0.60 

0.24 

.70 

.30 

.21 

.06 

.06 

6 

100 

60 

0.80 

0.40 

0.24 

.69 

.31 

.21 

.07 

.07 

7 

95 

65 

0.80 

0.30 

0.21 

.68 

.32 

.22 

.08 

.07 

8 

90 

30 

0.60 

0.60 

0.24 

.67 

.33 

.22 

.09 

.08 

9 

70 

40 

0.55 

0.30 

0.21 

.66 

.34 

.22 

.10 

.09 

10 

80 

15 

0.48 

0.65 

0.23 

.65 

.35 

.23 

.11 

.10 

11 

70 

20 

0.45 

0.50 

0.25 

.64 

.36 

.23 

.12 

.11 

12 

85 

30 

0.58 

0. 55 

0.25 

.63 

.37 

.23 

.13 

.11 

13 

95 

70 

0.83 

0.25 

0.19 

.62 

.38 

.24 

.14 

.12 

14 

60 

35 

0,48 

0. 55 

0.25 

.61 

.39 

.24 

.15 

.13 

15 

95 

65 

0.80 

0.30 

0.21 

.60 

.40 

.24 

.16 

.13 

16 

80 

55 

0.68 

0.25 

0.19 

.59 

.41 

.24 

.17 

.14 

17 

90 

85 

0.88 

0. 05 

0. 05 

.58 

.42 

.24 

.18 

.15 

18 

75 

75 

0.75 

0. 00 

0. 00 

.57 

.43 

.24 

.19 

.15 

19 

80 

55 

0.68 

0. 25 

0.19 

.56 

.44 

.24 

.20 

,16 

20 

15 

0 

0. 08 

0.15 

0.13 

.55 

.45 

.25 

.21 

.17 







.54 

.46 

.25 

.22 

.17 







.53 

.47 

.25 

.23 

.18 







.52 

.48 

.25 

.24 

.18 







.51 

.49 

.25 

.25 

.19 







.50 

.50 

.25 



ANALYSIS OF CHOICE TYPE EXAM INATION 


NUMBER OF QUESTION 

NUMBER OF QUESTIONS 
TO BE ANSWERED 


NUMBER OF COMBINATIONS 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS 

PERFORMANCE MATRIX 


FREE CHOICE 


YES NO 


_/ z_/ 


INTERNAL CHOICE 


1. COMPULSORY 

QUESTION & _____ _ 

FREE CHOICE /_/ /_/ 


TIME 

DATE 

MAX. MARKS 


S. NO. 

ROLL 

QN I QN II 

QN HI 

QN X 

TOTAL 


NUMBER 






ANALYSIS 


1. MEAN 

MEDIAN 

MODE 


Sum total marks of all students_ 
Number of students 

= MIDDLE STUDENTS SCORE 

= OFTEN REPEATED SCORE/S 


2. STANDARD DEVIATION : ACCURATE VALUE 


J^ 

Y N 


xT 


APPROXIMATE VALUE = (Sum/16th highest-Sum l/6th Lowest) 

1/2 Total number of students 
s.d 


3. STANDARD ERROR OF THE MEAN 


y^N - 1 


4. RELIABILITY 


a. NUTALL N4 FORMULA 



5. STANDARD ERROR OF MEASUREMENT = SEM = S. d. 1-r 

6. DERIVED SCORES Z,T, CEEB, P. R. 

For further reading the readers are referred to look into the Monograph on 
Test and Item Analysis for Universities! Association of Indian Universities 
Rouse Avenue New Delhi - 110002. 
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF RELIABILITY OF OBJECTIVE TYPE EXAMINATIONS 


Reliability can be defined as the degree of consistency between two measures of 
the same thing. This is neither a theoretical nor an operational definition but is more a 
conceptual definition. Considering physical measurements, reliability means consis¬ 
tency of a measure or agreement of a number of measures of the same thing. Usually 
physical quantities measured (like length, mass, time etc.) are quite stable; instruments 
can be so chosen (from amongst many available) which will be precise and accurate all 
leading to measurement of high reliability. On the other hand if a person's level of 
achievement is measured, achievement itself is unstable; measuring devices such as 
tests are not very precise and accurate and therefore measurements are not very relia¬ 
ble. Educational measurement is typically much less reliable than physical measurement. 
Test is a systematic measure for comparing the behaviour of two or more individuals 
(Cronbach 1960). A test measures the attainment or achievement of a certain trait or 
objective and usually generates numbers which we use to give a meaning to the variation, 
in attainment. The variation is both inter individual as well intra individual. With the 
help of inter Individual variability data, it is possible to estimate the intra individual 
variability. There are many different procedures for estimating the consistency or 
reliability of measurement. Each procedure allows a slightly different source of varia¬ 
tion (error). Differences in scores between individual students indicate differences in 
ability. An individual’s test score may vary. The reasons are; the amount of characte¬ 
ristic being measured may change across time (trait instability); the particular ques¬ 
tions asked could affect his score (sampling error); any change in directions, timing 
or amount of rapport with the test administrator could cause score variability (ad¬ 
ministrator error); in accuracies in scoring a paper will affect the scores (scoring 
error) and finally such things as health, motivation, degree of fatigue of the person 
and good or bad luck in guessing could cause score variability. The variation in a 
person’s score is typically called error variance and the sources of variation are 
known as ’Sources of Error’. The various sources of error may be expected in an 
examination are as follows: 

1. Error due to subjectivity in marking (Mark - Remark Error) 

2. Error due to biased sampling of topics 

3. Error due to biased sampling of abilities 

4. Error due to a choice of questions 

5. Error due to arbitrary time limits 

6. Error due to examination conditions 

7. Error due to assumption in addition of marks. 

Reliability Theory 

The theory of reliability can best be explained by starting with observed scores 
(x). We can think of each 'observed score’ as being made up of a 'true score 1 and an 
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1 error score' such that: 


X = T + E 

Where X = Observed score 

T = True score 

E = Error score 

The 'true score' is similar to what is refered to as 'Universe score' (Cronbach et al 
1972). It is just that portion of score not affected by random error. Any systematic 
error (such as a scale always weighing everyone 2 kgs tbo heavy) does not affect relia¬ 
bility or consistency and so, in reliability theory, it is considered as part of the true 
stable or unchanging part' of a person's observed score. 

Individuals, of course, differ from each other with regard to both their true 
scores and their observed scores since the errors are assumed to be random, 
theoretically the negative and positive errors will cancel each other, and the mean 
error will be zero. Also, if the errors are random, they will not correlate with the 
scores or with each other. By making these assumptions, we can write the variance 
of a test as 


v c = v t+ v E --- (1) 

Where V 0 = Variance of a group of individuals' observed scores 

V t = Variance of a group of individuals true scores 
Vg = Error variance in a group of individuals' scores 

There are two fundamental questions with respect to V t & Vo 

a) Is V t = Vo (Is the test reliable?) 

b) Does V t Correlate with Vo (Is the test valid?) 

In practice, Vo will exceed V t . Some of the observed variance (Variation) in test 
scores will be due to Error. Theoretically reliability is defined as the ratio of true 
score and observed score variances. 

= 

r xx Vo 

Equation can be written as 
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) -(2) 


i. e. 


Vo 


It follows that: 

1. Reliability coefficient is always less than 1 

2. If all the observed variation is due to error,the reliability is zero. A 
typical value for 'r' is between C. 4 and 0. ti i. e. nearly half the observed 
variation in test scores will not be due to variation in student attain¬ 
ment. 

The effect of error Variance V^ (low reliability) is to introduce an uncertainty 
(standard error) into any mark allotment. If this inability of a test (low reliability) to 
make fine discriminations is ignored, use of observed scores in classifying students 
will become a spurious activity. It is better to accept that most test forms are crude 
instruments suitable only for course discriminations. In order to improve the relia¬ 
bility of any achievement test, it is necessary to bring down error variance to the 
extent possible (1) and (2) above are basic formulae from which most of the commonly 
written expressions concerning reliability and the standard error of measurement are 
derived. 

Standard Error of Measurement of Observed Scores 

It can be seen that reliability increases as error variance decreases, if Vo 
remains constant or if error variance remains constant and we increase Vo, reliability 
also increases. 


Se = SEM = S.D.v/1 - r 

v xx 

Where Se = Standard error of measurement. This is the measure of intra individual 
variability. Since we often can not test a person repeatedly, this statistic is typically 
estimated from group data. Theoretically the true score of an individual does not vary. 
If we retested the same person many times, there would be some inconsistency (error) 
and therefore the observed scores (X) of this single person would vary sometimes 
more and sometimes less. Making the assumption that the errors within a person's 
score across testing sessions are random, the positive and negative errors will cancel 
each other and the mean error will be zero. Thus_the mean of the observed scores over 
repeated testings in the Individual's true score (X[ = T). It is assumed that these 
observed scores will fall in a normal distribution about the true score. 

Vo = V + V 
t e 

If we think of these values as being obtained from the data for a single individual 
over many testings, then the true score does not change and hence 

V t = 0 
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V . = 0 + V where V - Variance of a person’s observed scores over 

ot 0 Ol , j . 

repeated testings 


This holds only for the case where V 0 [ represents the variance of a person’s observed 
scores over repeated testing. If a test has any reliability at all, V e will be smaller than 
Vo for a group of individuals, each tested once, because as a group their true scores 
will vary, even though for each individual V^ = 0 

Reliability Estimates 

How do we obtain estimates of the theoretically defined reliability? Given one 
set of observed scores for a group of students we can obtain Vo. Then for equation 

r =i _—; One must get an estimate of either r„„ or V P in order to solve 
xx V 0 xx e 

the equation. Ordinarily one estimates r^ first and then uses equation SEM = 

Sd /I - to estimate SEM. There are many methods to estimate reliability but 

tne very common ones are given below. 

1. Measures of stability 

A measure of stability often called a Test-Retest estimate of reliability is ob¬ 
tained by administering a test to a group of individuals, readministering the same 
test to the same individuals at a later date and correlating the two sets of scores. The 
practice effect, length of interval are factors that are to be considered. 

2. Measures of Equivalence 

In contrast to test-retest procedure, the equivalent forms estimate of reliability 
is obtained by giving two forms with equal content, means, variances of a test to the 
same group of individuals on tho same day and correlating these results. Equivalent 
forms of a test are of course, useful for reasons other than estimating reliability. For 
any curriculum or student evalution procedures, a post test over the same type of 
material as was done in pretest will have to be given. 

These two methods will give quite different values. Which one should be used? 

It depends upon the purposes of the test. For long range prediction, measure of stability 
can be used. To make an inference about the knowledge one has in a subject matter 
area, a coefficient of equivalence will be used. 

3. Measures of internal consistency 

The above two methods require data from two testing sessions. Very often they are 
not practicable. It is possible, however, to obtain reliability estimates from only one set 
of test data. With the exception of split half method, the other estimates are really indices 
of homogenity of items or the degree to which item responses correlate with the total 
score. 
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Sblit Half 


This Is theoretically the same as equivalent forms method. Nevertheless the 
split half method is considered a measure of internal consistency because the two 
equivalent forms are contained within a single test, only one test is administered 
and it is split into two halves (usually odd numbered, even numbered, first half- 
second half, random half/the other half), the two subscores are correlated. The 
correlation coefficient (rl/2 1/2) is an estimate of the reliability of a test only half 

as long as the original. Spearman Brown formula is: 

2r i i 
2 2 


2 2 

Where r^ = estimated reliability of the whole test. 


11 = reliability of the half test. 

2 2 

The spearman Brown formula assumes that the variances of the two halves are 
equal. If they are not, this method will give a greater value for reliability than other 
method of Internal consistency. 


Kuder-Rlchardson Estimates 


One way to avoid the problems of how to split the test is to use one of the KR 
Formulae. They represent the average correlation from all possible split half 
reliability estimates. 


K R 20 r 

xx 


K R 21 


r 


xx 



_n_ _ x (n- x) 

n - 1 n 2 


Where n 


P 

q 

pq 

2 



number of items in test 

proportion of students who answered item correctly 
proportion of students who answered item wrongly = (1 - p) 
variance of a single item scored dichotomously (right/wrong). 

variance 

mean of the total test. 


KR 21 assumes all items to be of equal difficulty (p is constant for all items). Given 
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this assumption, KR 21 is simply an algebric derivation of KR 20. If the assumption is 
incorrect, KR 21 will give slightly lower estimate of reliability. 

KR 21 is a formula that classroom teachers can use and obtain estimates very 
easily. It requires very little computation. One needs to compute only the mean and 
variance of test scores. 

Coefficient Alpha ( cL ) Developed by Cronbach (1951) is a generalisation of KR 20 
formula when the items are not scored dichotomously. 


J = -JL- 

^ n -1 



i = 1 


Where^T 


2 

<To 


- Variance of a single item 


Hoyt's Analysis of Variance 

This yields exactly the same results as KR - 20, Stanley's approximation enables 
reliability estimates to be made both of objective type & choice type examination. 

Scorer Reliability: 

This is the marker reliability. In the case of objective tests, there is no 
need to find marker reliability. It must be 1. 0. But in the case of essay type, marker 
reliability will have to be ascertained. If a sample of papers has been scored inde¬ 
pendently by two different markers, the traditional' Pearson Product Moment Correlation 
Coefficient' (r) can be used to estimate the reliability of a single marker's scores. If 
one wishes to know the reliability of the sum (or average) of the reader's scores, he 
could use the Spearman Brown Formula. If more than two markers are used there 
are various intra class correlation formulae, one can use to obtain estimates of the 
scorer reliability of the summed scores. These require analysis of variance pro¬ 
cedures. 

Factors Influencing Reliability 

There are many factors affecting reliability. Some of them are as follows: 

1. Test Length: 


When discussing the split-half method of estimating reliability, a specific case 
of the Shearman Bru«n Formula was illustrated. The more general expression of this 
formula is: 


r —- 
xx 


K r 

1 + (K-l)r 
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^^ ere r xx ~ predicted reliability of a test K times as long as original 
test. 

r = reliability of original test 

k = ratio number of items is new test to number of items in 

original one. 

As an example, an Illustrative example of 20 items Multiple-choice test had a 
reliability of 0.62. If we make it into a 60 items Multiple-choice test, this new test 
will have a reliability: 


r 


xx 


3 x 0,62 = 1.86 

1+ 2 x 0.62 2.24 


This assumes that the additional 40 items are equivalent to the earlier 20. We 
can use in this formula value of k = 1/2 or k = 1/3 to find reliabilities of tests of 
reduced lengths as well. 

2. Speed 

A test is considered a pure ’speed’ test if everyone who reaches an item gets 
it right but no one has time to finish all the items. Thus, score differences depend 
upon the number of items attempted. The opposite of a speed test is a power test. 

A pure power test is one in which every one has time to try all items but because of 
the difficulty level, ordinarily no one obtains a perfect score. If a test is speeded, 
reliability should be computed by one of the methods that requires two administra¬ 
tions of the test. 


r =1 
xx 


Vo 


3. Group Homogenity 

The more heterogenous the group, the higher the reliability. 

Here Vo increases with group heterogenity while Ve almost remains constant. Sup¬ 
posing a test is given to the entire first degree students first and then the same 
test administered on third year of first degree students it would be safe to conclude 
that because the third year first degree students are more homogenous, the relia¬ 
bility of the test for the third year students would be considerably lower than the 
reported reliability. 


4. Difficutly of Items 


The difficulty of the test and the individual items also affects the reliability of the 
test. Tests in which there is little variability among the scores give lower reliability 
estimates than tests in which the variability is large. Tests that are so easy that al¬ 
most everyone gets all items correct or conversely, so hard that almost everyone gets 
all the items wrong will have little variability among the scores and will tend to have 
lower reliability. 
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5 Objectivity 


Scorer reliability is high for objective type tests while the more subjectively a 
measure is scored the lower the reliability of the measure. 

Reliability of Difference Scores 

If two student's scores are 'different', we will be Interested to know how appro¬ 
priate is this observed difference compared to 'true' difference. Unfortunately, dif¬ 
ference scores are considerably less reliable than single scores. The errors of 
measurement on each test contribute to error variance in the difference scores and 
Hie true variance that the two tests measure in common reduces the variability of 
file difference scores. Theoretically the reliability of the difference scores is the 
ratio of two variances. In this case, reliability is equal to the true variance of the 
difference scores divided by the observed variance of the difference scores. 

If two tests have equal variances, the reliability of a difference score is the 
ratio of two variances. In this case, reliability is equal to the true variance of the 
difference scores divided by the observed variance of the difference scores. 

If two tests have equal variances, the reliability of a difference score can 
be computed as: 



r r 

xx + yy 


2 r xy 

r d iff. 

(1 ' r xy> 

Where r diff. = 

reliability of the difference scores 

r = 

XX 

reliability of one measure 

r 

yy 

reliability of other measure 

r 

correlation between the two measures. 

xy 


of difference scores 


The standard error of measurement of difference scores Is 

Se diff. = 

' J (SEM x ) 2 + <SEM y ) 2 

Where (SEM x ) 2 = 

Squared standard error of measurement for the x measure 

(SEMy) 2 = 

Squared standard error of measurement for the y measure 

Se diff. 

Sc - r - r 

v xx yy 
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Where = Sy = S. D. of either x or y measure. 

The standard error of the difference is used when one wishes to decide whether 
an observed difference is of sufficient magnitude to be considered reliable or whether 
the observed difference could have occured by chance. Suppose a student has a score of 
62 on verbal reasoning and score of 50 on mechanical reasoning subject of DAT, the 
estimated reliability of the two being 0.88, the standard deviation being 10, then 


Se.diff. = 10/ 2 - 0.88 - 0.85 = 5.20 

This Se difference of 5.20 means that we can be 68% confident that any difference bet¬ 
ween two subtests greater than 5.20 is a true difference and not due to chance alone. 

Illustrative Example of a Test Analysis 

Subject Matter of 
Test and Nature 

Number of students 

Number of Items 

Time 


Maximum Marks 
Test Constructor 
About the test 

The test was a section of a total achievement test at the end of the semester. 

All the 20 items were of multiple choice type with four options, one of which was the 
correct answer. The students answered with the alphabet A. B. C.D. whichever was 
the answer to the item, put in a box in a separate response sheet provided. The question 
books together with the response sheets were collected. 

Statistical analysis 

Since there are 76 students, 1/6 of it will be 1/6 x 76 = 12. 67 = 13 students* 

marks. 

(72 + 68 - SC) -(6 +7 + 16 + 54 + 30) 


lo3% 



Summative test on ’educational measurement’ 
at the end of a semester work. 

76 

20 

30 minutes 

(Almost a power test; everyone had the time 
to complete the test) 

20 

V. Natarajan 
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(220 - 113) = 107 

38 38 


2.81 against 2. 79 (accurate value) 


Standard error of the mean 


S.d, 
/ N - 1 


2. 79 
/ 75 ~ 


= 0.32 


Mean of scores will lie between (12. 9-0. 32) and (12. 9 + 0.32) for every 2 out of 3 cases 
approximately. 

Reliability of the Test 

The test of 20 items is split into two halves namely. 


i) a test of odd numbered items and a test of even numbered items. Marks 
obtained by students on odd numbered item test and even numbered item test 
are all found out. Product moment correlation is worked out to give the split 
halves reliability. Spearman - Brown formula is used to find the whole test 
reliability from the split halves reliability. 

ii) another way to have two halves of the same 20 item test is to take the first 
10 item into a test & the last 10 as another. Students* marks on these first 
10 and last 10 item tests are found and correlated. Spearman - Brown 
formula is used to find the whole test reliability from split halves reliability 

iii) yet another way of making two tests out of one is to take any random 10 and 
constitute into a test while the rest will be made into another. Students’ marks 
on these two tests are found and product moment correlation found out. Spear¬ 
man-Brown formula is used to find the whole test reliability from this split 
halves. 


To find out the value of r, the following formula is used. 

Zxy-^- 2 "- 


r 



i_gxl 2 +2 

N / 


lid! 

N 


The value of r = . 47 


Applying spearman - Brown formula for whole test reliability from split 
halves = .6394 


Rulon Formula 

Rulon has developed a simple formula for reliability of total scores that follows 
closely the basic definition of reliability - that reliability is the proportion of true variance 
in a test. Rulon’s equation however actually expresses the complementary statement that 
reliability is equal to unity minus the proportion of error variance. 


36 



1 


difference between two half scores for 


an examinee 


S. D. of those difference 


S. D. of total scores 


Flan a gan Formula 

Flanagan gives a formula parallel to Rulon's. It estimates the error variance in 
a sense as the sum of the variance of the two halves. 

2 (1 - 6l 2 + tf"2 2 ) 


Where g-2 & ^2 = Variances of the two halves 


Total variance 


The value of r^ for this test is = 0.672 Applying Spearman -Brown formula for the 


whole test reliability irom the split halves = 0.6238. 
Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates 


i) Kuder - Richardson Formula 20 : 


In order to develop another approach to reliability th^t of internal consistency, 
it is sensible to consider the split half method as a philosophy. By using a split half method, 
the performance on different halves of an examination is compared. 


number of items in the test 

proportion of candidates answering the ith item correctly 


Variance of observed scores. 
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The results obtained by this formula are as under: 

1. Using the entire population = 0.546 

2. Using top and bottom 27% of population = 0. 530 


Tucker's modified K. R. Formula 


To meet the demand for a simplified K.R. formula 20 and yet avoid the in¬ 
accuracies of K R 21 Tucker has developed a modified K R formula. 


Where (5p 
2 
<Sp 

Where p 
The value of 


2 2 
n . $ t - npq + n <Tp 
n- 1 2 } 

<rt 

= S D of the proportions of correct responses 

= . p 2 

n 

= mean of the proportion of correct responses for all items 
r^ obtained by this formula is = 0. 5448 


Analysis of Variance Approach to Reliability 

It is not surprising that the estimation of reliability can be made by a more 
conventional analysis of variance approach. Several investigators have proposed this 
kind of approach among whom are Jackson, Hoyt, and Alexander. Like the K.R. 
approach this one starts from the item level. 


Hoyt basic formula for reliability is: 



e e 


Where V r = Variance for remainder sum of squares. 

V = Variance for examinees. 

e 

The various sums of squares computed for this test of 20 items on 76 students is given 
below: 


Source of variance 


sum of squares 

Degrees of freedom 

Variance 

29. 54 

75 

0. 380 

69.22 

19 

- 

249.68 

1425 

0.170 


Exam inees 

Items 

Remainder 
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The value of obtained by this formula is = 0. 55 (same as KR 20) 


Stanley’s Procedure 

We have seen that the reliability coefficient for an objective test requires ex¬ 
tensive computation. J. C. Stanley(1964) has described a shortened method based on Kuder 
Richardson form 20 which is useful where item analysis is based on 27% top and bottom 
groups. Such a procedure is described by Melutosh and Morrison (1969) and the reliability 
is Stanley’s approximation which may be written as: 


Rel. Coeff. (r) = ^ 


2n £,(N h + N l ) - £<N h + N l ) 2 

0.667 x (N - N t ) 2 
ri L 


Where K 


number of test items 


n - number of candidates in top or bottom 27% group 


N u = number of correct responses in top group 
H 

N l = number of correct responses in lower group 


This Stanley’s approximation formula yields a value for this 20 item objective type test 
a reliability coefficient of 0. 546. A summary of the results given earlier is shown in 
the following table: 


Summary of Results 


S. No. 

Type(or name of Reliability Coefficient 

V alue 

Remarks 

1 . 

Split half reliability odd-even 

0. 6394 

Cl 518 r ^/21 Applying 

S-B formula r wt = 0. 684 

2. 

Mosier formula 

0. 5840 

Short cut computing 
formula 

3. 

Rulon Formula 

0.7060 

Total score reliability 

4. 

Flanagan formula 

0.6720 

Total score reliability 
(simplest in family) 

5. 

Split half first half-second half 

0. 6238 


6. 

Split half random 10-other 10 

0. 7125 


7. 

KR-20 27% Upper-lower 

0. 5300 

low value indicate that 


KR-20 whole group 

0. 5460 

the conditions for KR 
formula are not satisfied, 
items are of widely dif¬ 
fering facility; Test is 
short useful only for 
power tests. 

8. 

Coefficient Alpha (Cronbach) 

0.6680 

average of all possible 
split halves 

9. 

Stanley's approximation 

0. 5500 


0 . 

Tucker’s modified K.R. formula 

0. 5480 


1 . 

Analysis of variance approach 

0. 5500 

Same as K. R. 20 



Discussion: It is felt that the lower bound value here is 0. 55 and the highest value 
estimated is 0.68 leaving or two values exceeding this. Therefore, it is taken that 
an average value of 0.68 and 0. 55 is 0.615 or 0.62. If we want to achieve a relia¬ 
bility of say 0.9, the length of the test can be increased by: 


0.90 (1-0.62) = 9 x 0.38 3.42 

0.62 x (1-0.90) 0.62 0.62 


(say 5 times) 


Reliability and its use: 

What is an acceptable value of reliability for a test to take decisions about individuals 
or about groups? Usually recommended values are 0.85 and 0.65 respectively. 

For general aptitude tests, stability estimate of reliability is very important 
For multiple aptitude tests, it is essential to have data on the reliabilities of the 
subtests and the difference scores. Equivalence and internal consistency estimates 
are also of value for interpreting, any Aptitude test. For achievement tests, equi¬ 
valence reliability estimates, seem almost essential. Internal consistency estimates 
also should be provided. 
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF RELIABILITY OF CHOICE TYPE EXAMINATIONS 


There are two related attributes that a good test or examination must possess. 

It must be reliable and valid. A valid test or examination is one that measures what it 
was intended to measure. A reliable test or examination is one that almost shows the 
same degree of consistency between two measures of the same thing. It is important 
to be clear about the relationship between these two attributes, which is not a recipro¬ 
cal one. An examination can not be valid unless it is reliable;but it can be reliable without 
being valid. We must therefore consider these two characteristics separately. The relia¬ 
bility of the objective type tests can very easily be calculated rather than the choice type 
examinations. In measuring the reliability of objective tests this is usually done by assign¬ 
ing the odd items to one half and the even items to the other. Secondly it is necessary to 
allow for the fact that the correlation one obtains from this comparison is based on tests 
that are shorter than the original. Various methods are used to find out the reliability of 
choice type examinations. However,the best methods used for the same are given as 
follows: 

1. The modified formula for Stanley’s approximation to the Kuder Richardson 
Coefficient or reliability is in a form which may be applied generally to both 
objective and traditional essay type examination where FV = DI for all the 
items/questions are known K is the number of items on the objective test. 

In the case of a traditional essay type paper, K is the total number of ques¬ 
tions that have been attempted i. e. all the questions on the paper. 


6 Ds (F/100 - S (F/100) 2 3 

For a choice type examination paper with 8 Questions the value of 
K - 8, K - 1 - 7 


QN. No. 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

F.V. (F/100) 

0. 625 

0.540 

0. 585 

0.265 

0.120 

0.440 

0.230 

0.48 

D.I. (D) 

0.48 

0.75 

0. 52 

0.50 

0.24 

0.50 

0.49 

0.46 

(F/100) 2 

0. 3906 

0. 2916 

0. 3412 

0.702 

0. 014 

0.1936 

Q 048 

0.2304 



S (F/100) = 3.275 

S (F/100) 2 = 1.581 

X (F/100) -*E(F/100) 2 = 3.275 - 1.581 = 1.694 
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72 DI 


3.94 


(“S DI) 2 = (3.94) 2 


8_ 1-6x1.694 

7 (3.94)2 


8 (1 - 10.164) 

7 15.500 


Here we are applying it to choice type and therefore we can not depend upon the 
value 


8. 

7 


( 

' 15. 50' 


= 0.394 


2. Mean Question Inter Correlation M ethod 

Here the approach is to consider the "variable N" question inter correlations, 
since it may be appreciated that if the examination is highly internally consistent 
then these correlations will be as high; conversely if the examination questions 
are measuring different traits these correlations will be very variable and it is 
possible even that some is negative. Thus it is reasonable to consider using these 
correlations in some way to estimate the examination mark reliability (internal 
consistency). Such a method would agree with the basic concepts of internal con¬ 
sistency. The first step in the method is to obtain the 'mean question inter corre¬ 
lation". This is achieved by using a transformation of correlation coefficients 
(to Fisher's Z) and then finding a mean value of a Z weighted by the numbers of 
candidates attempting various pair of questions. The transformation is necessary 
3ince correlation coefficients are non-linear in nature. After the averaging 
process the mean Z is converted back to a correlation coefficient the mean ques¬ 
tion intercorrelation. 


This correlation may be regarded as internal consistency reliability of an 
examination of one question if all the questions in the examination paper were 
parallel, then this would be a parallel forms reliability estimate for one question. 
The problem is that we are not interested in an examination of only one question 
but one composed of requisite number of questions (K) whatever that may be. 

By using the Shearman - Brown formula it is possible to convert this unit 
question reliability into an estimate of the reliability of an examination K 
times longer. If we call rij as the mean question inter correlation and r, the 
exam, reliability 


Then r 


k ry 
1 + <K - 1) ry 


42 



Mean question inter correlation method 



Inter Correlation 

Fisher's Z 

Weight 

Weighted Z 

r l2 


0.470 

0.4382 

88 

38. 560 

r i3 


0.470 

0.4382 

102 

44.700 



0.630 

0.5581 

108 

60.270 

r i5 


C. 5770 

0. 5205 

4 

2. 082 

r i6 


0.270 

0.2636 

113 

29.780 

r i7 


0. 360 

0. 3452 

42 

14.500 

r l8 


0.310 

0.3004 

117 

35.140 



Mean Fishers 

Z = 0.392 





Correlation Coefficient r^ 

= .414 


K 

r., 

_I1_ 


8 x 0.414 

3.312 

85 

r = i + 

(K- 

D f ii = i 

+ 7x 0.414 

3.898 “ °* 

Calculation 

of inter correlation between Q No. 

I marks and Q No. 

V marks. 

Q No. I Marks 

Q No. V Marks 9 

2 


X 


y 

X 

y 

xy 

13 


3 

169 

9 

39 

11 


0 

121 

0 

0 

11 


0 

121 

0 

0 

11 


3 

121 

9 

33 
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*£xy 


• g* % >y 

N 


v4x 2 - ^f- 2 / S y 2 - ^ 

72 . 46^6 

v/ 532 -'21M 

4 4 


3 = _1 

v / 3 x 3 / 3 


0. 577 reference to table for Fisher’s 
Z, Z Value 


for 0. 577 = 0. 5205 


Similar inter correlations are calculated: 


P 12 


0.470 

r l3 

= 

0.470 

r l4 

= 

0.630 

r l5 

= 

0. 5770 

r i6 

= 

0.270 

r !7 

= 

0.360 

r i8 

= 

0.310 


Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha 

We can consider the most popular 5 questions out of 7 questions by the population 
A combination of Q No. I (117), Q No. II (88), Q No. Ill (102), Q. No. IV (108), Q No. VI 
(113) and Q No. VIII (117) can be taken as an examination where all questions are com- 
pulsory. The number of candidates to be considered is 64 throughout. For those 64 
students who have answered QI, II, III, IV, VI and VIII. it will be possible to find out 
Cronbach’s Coefficient. This of course will be a lower bound value for reliability. 


Q. No. 

Variance of marks 
on this QN by 64 
students 


I II III 

3.60 1.45 1.72 


IV 

1.14 


VI VIII 

1.52 1.14 
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Cronbach’s Coefficient 


r: 

L = 1 


.2 

1 


r 


n 

n - 1 


1 - 




2 


6 

Where n = 6; ^ i 2 

i = 1 ( T 


<y-~ 

2 




+ 



) 


- 10.57 


2 


= Variance of scores (for these 64 candidates) = 29.93 


_6 

5 


10.57 _ 6 19.36 

29.93 “5 X 29.93 


- 0. 777 


Formula N. 

- 4 

This is proposed by Nuttal (1969). This of course is supposed to be the best method when 
there is no choice and all questions are compulsory. 


1 - 1 


k 

i ( sp 


n. 

J 


■?»/ 


<st 


n.) 


Where 


1 

k 

n. 

3 


vJ. 

J 

4 


nu mber of questions to be atte mpted = 6 
number of questions set = 8 
number of students who answer question j 
Variance of scores on question j 
Variance of total scores = 51.34 
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' QN. No. 

i 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V VI 

VII 

VIII 

1 

|No. answering' 
|the QN n. 

i 

117 

88 

102 

108 

4 113 

42 

117 

i 

Variance on 








question j (ij)~ 
Scores 

3.43 

2.13 

1.59 

1.29 

2.25 2.15 

3.52 

1.22 

in. s 2 

390. 78 

188 

162.18 

139.32 

9.0 242.95 

147.84 

142.74 


J J 


n. S. = 1422.81 

j l i 

i = 1 J J 

_ r, 


k 

2 
i = 1 


L 


1 - 6 x 1422.8/51.34 x 691 


1.2x0.76 =.912 


Formula N,. This is also proposed by Nuttal (1969) 


1( V 


nj =691 


1 + (1 - 1) (r. t ) 


1 = number of questions to be attempted = 6 
r.j. = mean correlation between question scores and total scores. 


QN 

Correlation 
between ques¬ 
tion score and 
total score 


I II 


III IV 


VI 


VII VIII 


0.65 0.60 0.82 0.62 0.97 0.72 0.68 0.54 


r^ = Mean correlation between question scores and total scores 
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r 


2 , 88 %- 

3.4080 


0.84 755 


Gx (0.694) 2 
1 + 5 (0.694) 


KR - 21 Formula : Applying KR 21, r may be calculated by the following 
formula: 


k , x ( k - x ) 
r "k-l c-JJ 


7 

j 


k 

k - 1 


1 - 



1 

J 


_6_ " 40.93 x 59.07 

5 1 " 100 x (7.15)2 


40.93 x 59.07 
100x51.12 


= 1.2 



1.2 


2681 _ 3217.2 
5100 5100 


r = 0.63 


Formula P. 

This is suggested by J.K. Backhouse (1972). This reduces to coefficient alpha when 
there is no choice of questions and all questions are compulsory. The method of derivation 
is analogous to K R 20 given by Gullikson (1950) 


r xy = 51 + !) 

n S, 2 


Where ^ 





1 


k 


2 

j,t=i 




nj 11 m. i 



mt 


M 


2 

x 
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k =■ number of questions.in the test 

n number of people taking the test 

Xy : Score of ith person on jth question 

X. - Score of ith person on the whole test 

•'■u = mean of scores on the jth question 

n = number of people attempting jth question 

S 2 = variance of test scores 

x 

n. ^ = number of people attempting both questions j and t. 

r = correlation coefficient between scores on questions j and t. 

J» t 

mj > t= mean scores on question j of these who also answered question t. 

S? = variance of scores on question j of those who also answered 

* question t 


For a detailed study of the reliability of choice-type examination the author refers 
the readers to go through the ’Monograph on Test and Item Analysis for Universities 
published by the Association of Indian Universities, Rouse Avenue, New Delhi-110002. 
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